United States Bvtent and Trademark Office 



UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
United States Patent and Trademark OfTice 
Address: COMMISSIONER OE PATENTS AND TRADEMARKS 
Washington, D.C. 20231 

WWW.U8ptO.gov 



APPLICATION NO. 



FILING DATE 



FIRST NAMED INVENTOR 



ATTORNEY DOCKET NO. 



CONFIRMATION NO. 



09/609,250 



06/30/2000 



Tsuguhiro Korenaga 



332I6M050 



2081 



7590 03/13/2003 

Beveridge DeGrandi weilacher & Young LLP 
Suite 800 

1 850 M Street NW 
Washington, DC 20036 



EXAMINER 



VARGOT, MATHIEU D 



ART UNIT 



PAPER NUMBER 



1732 

DATE MAILED: 03/13/2003 



i1 



Please find below and/or attached an Office communication concerning this application or proceeding. 



PTO-90C (Rev. 07-01) 



^ OWce Action Summary ^ 


Application No. 


Applicant(s) 




Examiner , _ 


Group Art Unit . 

177-2- 





—The MAIUNG DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet beneath the conespondehce address— 
Period for Reply 

A SHOFTTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE ^ MONTH(S) FROM THE MAILING DATE 
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- Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the rnailing date of this communication, even if timeJy, may reduce any earned patent 
term adjustment See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 
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1. Claim 18 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing 
to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the 
invention. 

In claim 18, it should be clearly specified that the material of the mold is that of the transcription 
face-ie, the stamper which actually molds the base material. Also, it would appear that the 
temperatures should be in units of degrees C. 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S. C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use 
or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 
Claims 1-3, 5, 7, 10 and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 

Greschner et al (see col. 4, lines 3-7 and the Examples) in view of either of Kandachi et al (see 

col. 3, lines 56-58) or Yanagisawa et al (see col. 5, lines 34-36 and the linear thermal expansion 

coefficients given for the glasses). 

The claims are rejected essentially for reasons of record with these additional comments. 
Applicant has amended independent claim 1 and added new independent claim 1 8 to contain a 
recitation that the difference between the thermal expansion coefficients of the mold and molded 
material is greater than or equal to 50 x lO'Vdeg C. Greschner et al discloses that the thermal 
expansion coefficient for the mold material silicon is 30 exp (-7) and teaches in the examples that 
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this mold material is used to stamp a soda-lime-glass substrate. The secondary references are 
applied to show that the thermal expansion coefficient for soda-lime-glass is greater than 
82 exp (-7) (see Yanagisawa et al) and as high as 95 exp (-7) (see Kandachi et al). Based on 
these known industrial values for soda-lime-glass, it can be seen that the difference between the 
thermal expansion coefficients of the mold (silicon) and material molded (soda-lime-glass) in 
Greschner et al satisfies the newly added recitation and hence the claims remain rejected. Even 
though multiple references are being applied, the secondary references merely supply a numerical 
value for the thermal expansion coefficient of the soda-lime-glass substrate molded in the primary 
reference. Hence, it is submitted that anticipation is still a proper grounds of rejection for these 
claims. 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S. C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-3 and 5-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Greschner et al in view of either of Kandachi et al or Yanagisawa et al, either alone, or further in 
view of European Patent Application 860,720. 

Note that claims 1-3, 5, 7, 10 and 18 have been rejected under 103 in the event that the 102 
rejection is not agreed with. While it is apparently an industry standard that soda-lime-glass has a 
coefficient of thermal expansion greater than 80 exp (-7)/deg C, it is noted that these coefficients 
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can vary to some extent. In the event that the thermal expansion coefficient of the soda-lime-glass 
used in Greschner et al is slightly less than 80 exp (-7)/deg C, then the instant claims would have 
been obvious over the art as applied. While Greschner et al may want the thermal expansion 
coefficients to be as close as possible, it is also well known in the art that there needs to be some 
amount of difference so the mold will separate from the article upon cooling. If there were no 
difference, the separation would hardly occur. European -720 (see page 19, lines 30-41) shows 
this and hence provides a showing that the difference should be 7 - 40 exp (-7)/deg C, with an 
upper limit of 70 exp (-7)/deg C. Hence, one of ordinary skill in the art would recognize that the 
thermal expansion coefficients should not be the same. 

4. Applicant's arguments with respect to the claims have been considered but are moot in 
view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Applicant's statement that Greschner et al desires the difference in thermal expansion coefficients 
to be zero is submitted to be incorrect. The language "preferably correspond" does not 
necessarily mean "be equal to" as interpreted by applicant. Also, in view of European Patent 
-720, it is submitted that the instant recitation with respect to the difference in thermal expansion 
coefficients is already known in the art. 
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5. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to M. Vargot whose telephone number is 703 308-2621. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is 703 308-0661. 



M Vargot PRtMARYExlffi 

GROUP 1300 

March 8, 2003 . 



